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Editorial 


Dear Readers: 


In some recent reading | came across a statement taken from the Heidelberg 
Catechism. The statement was a purported paraphrase of the ninth command- 
ment and read as follows, ‘| am, as much as | am able, required to defend and 
promote the honor of my neighbor.” As | looked back at the exact text of 
Scripture to compare it with the paraphrase, | was not at all sure that | would 
ever have stated it in just that way. Nevertheless it was clear to me from the first 
reading that the statement caught the spirit of the ninth commandment and 
many other Scriptures dealing with love of neighbor. It strongly commended 
itself to my Christian conscience. Of course, this is what | must do! This is 
aggressive love actively seeking to find expression. This is the heart and soul of 
“believeth all things, hopeth all things, endureth all things.” Whether with my 
wife, my children, my students, friends, or colleagues, | must try to “defend and 
promote” their honor. | must try to see their actions with eyes of faith and love in 
the most honorable light possible. 

It also seems clear as | think about it that this is exactly the point at which my 
own discipline of social psychology (and other social science disciplines as 
well) is in greatest need of Christ's redemption and transformation. In terms of 
its research methods, data interpretations, and theoretical formulations it has 
consistently fallen down in the area of love of neighbor. Rather than promoting 
and defending the honor of man, it has steadfastly attacked and undermined 
man’s dignity. This has been done largely by means of reductionistic and 
mechanistic hypotheses and theories, and research methods that treat 
experimental subjects as specimens to be probed and manipulated rather than 
partners and brothers in the search for scientific truth and understanding. 
Examples in the areas of theory, data interpretation and research methods are 
easily found. In the latter area, the problem of deception in social psychological 
research is legend. In my classes | sometimes jokingly present the use of 
deception, stooges and elaborately staged “sting operations” as the defining 
characteristic of social psychological research. One prominent writer in the 
field has referred to social psychologists as the practical jokers of the social 
sciences. But social psychology is not a parlor game, and parlor game ethics 
should not be used to justify lying in experimental settings. | personally believe 
that the greatest benefit that would result from a practicing research 
psychologist covenanting with the Lord to avoid even the mildest and 
seemingly innocuous deceptions would be the changes that policy would 
produce in the overall attitude toward his or her subjects. This more loving and 
honoring attitude might well be reflected in the interpretations and theories 
flowing from that psychologist’s research efforts. 

The fact is, of course, that it is in the area of theory and interpretation that 
the social sciences have most notably failed to promote and defend man‘s 
honor. One famous book in psychology was even titled, Beyond Freedom and 
Dignity, and it in effect chided man for his unwillingness to give up the honor 
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and dignity that psychological research had shown that in fact he did not have. 
But, of course, the data of research psychology have shown no such thing. The 
inference that man has no freedom and dignity does not follow from the data but 
rather from the interpretation of data in light of the prior evolutionary and 
materialistic assumption that man has no freedom and dignity. Thus the 
interpretation of “no freedom and dignity” represents not a discovery of truth 
but rather a rationalization of prior philosophical commitment. 

At this point the reader might notice a shift of focus from “loving attitude” to 
“faulty philosophical thinking.” Can the author of Beyond Freedom and Dignity 
be accused of a lack of love when in fact his psychological views follow directly 
from his philosophical beliefs? Perhaps not, but at least in passing it should be 
pointed out that there is an exceedingly powerful relationship between one's 
basic philosophical beliefs and an attitude of love which promotes and defends 
the honor of one’s neighbor. The basic foundation of this type of love is the 
concept of man as created by God in His image. If one accepts this fact, just a 
little reflection will make it apparent that there is a very close conceptual 
relationship between the issue of abortion and euthanasia in the biological 
sphere and mechanistic and reductionistic theories in the psychological 
sphere. Man's “right to life” is closely tied to his right to be viewed as ‘created 
in God's image.” Society cannot treat the issue of human life in a completely 
utilitarian and pragmatic manner until it has first succeeded in getting “beyond 
man’s freedom and dignity.” 

But much of the “lack of love” in psychological theory and interpretation is 
reflected not in the far reaching matter of basic philosophy and faith but rather 
in much more immediate and mundane concerns. Small and circumscribed 
areas of social psychological research are full of examples where the obtained 
data would readily allow a more “honorable” interpretation of the subject's 
behavior than was actually given by the psychologist. One of the most common 
examples is the tendency — usually implicit but sometimes explicit — to 
interpret the actions of subjects and their representative populations in good 
guy vs. bad guy terms. For example, subjects who behave in a more 
independent and assertive manner tend to be viewed favorably while those 
who are more shy, passive and conforming are viewed negatively. Yet these 
latter characteristics when manifested appropriately could just as easily be 
viewed in a positive light. In the psychological literature, for instance, there is a 
good deal of material dealing with the subject of “poor self-esteem,” but 
virtually none on the topic of “humility.” 

At times the good guy vs. bad guy syndrome approaches the point of 
vilification. Probably the most maligned character type in all the literature of the 
social sciences is the infamous authoritarian personality. Everything about this 
kind of individual has been interpreted in the worst possible light. Yet the fact is 
that many of the most beloved and respected figures of history are representa- 
tive of this personality type. Research evidence indicates that they are more 
capable of surviving and holding up under the horrors of concentration camp 
situations; as athletic coaches they have better records than their non- 
authoritarian counterparts; and one social psychologist who went to the trouble 


of tracking a number of authoritarians down to actually get to know some found 
them to very nice and well-adjusted people who would make excellent next- 
door neighbors. Much to the credit of the discipline of psychology there has 
been in recent years a recognition of this vilification of authoritarians and an 
effort toward a more fair and balanced treatment. Still we need to do much more 
before our characterization could be truly described as “‘loving.” 

In conclusion | would pose for myself the following question. As a practicing 
social psychologist and teacher, who is my neighbor? Who is it whose honor 
and dignity | am obliged as a Bible-believing Christian to defend? First and 
foremost it seems to me that as a psychologist, mankind itself— as the subject 
matter of psychology — constitutes my neighbor. | am obliged in my theories 
and formulations to defend and promote the dignity of man who was created in 
and though fallen yet bears the reflection of the image of the everlasting God. 
Secondly, of course, my students and my research subjects are my neighbors. | 
must promote and defend their honor and dignity. Lastly, my fellow psycholo- 
gists, whose theories and ideas | teach in my classes, are my neighbors. In so far 
as is consistent with truth and sound judgment, | must present them and their 
theories and research studies in the best and most honorable light possible. If | 
do this conscientiously and steadfastly while still giving forth clear and 
unwavering testimony to my own faith in God and Scripture, | believe that He 
will bless my efforts and make them fruitful (Jeremiah 15:19). 


LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor: 


In anticipation of the upcoming American Sociological Association 
Convention in late August, | would like to offer my help in making arrangements 
for any of our CSSHS members. In particular, private housing with fellow 
believers would probably be possible; | realize students need this alternative 
most. The housing would be on Manhattan and within a short ride by subway or 
bus to the Manhattan convention site. Also, requests for other types of 
arrangements would be honored within available resources. 


Yours in Christ, 

Tony Carnes 

420 Riverside Dr., #2g 
New York, NY 10025 


P.S. A bibliography for China students and travelers is available from me upon 
request plus 25¢. 
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Dear Editor. 


| very much applaud the fine quality of the CSSH@. | especially appreciated 
James Jordan's contribution on Chronology. 


In His Name, 

James Hanson, Professor 
Computer Science Dept. 
Cleveland State University 
Cleveland, OH 44115 


Dear Editor. 
The Lord bless you in your efforts to promote Biblical thinking. 


Grace and Peace, 
Anthony H. Nichols 
Satya Wacana 

Keluarga Besar 
Universitas Kristen 
Jalan Diponegoro 54-58 
Salatiga, Indonesia 


Dear Editor: 


1 ama teacher in humanities and am grateful that such a group as the CSSHS 
exists. 
May the Lord bless your work. 


Joe Henderson 
213 Civic Parade 
Altona 3018 
Victoria 
Australia 


Dear Editor. 


Your editorial regarding Walter van der Kamp and his Tychonian Society is 
most interesting. . . . It would indeed be highly amusing if after all these years 
we found out that Copernicus was wrong. Whatever comes of it all, itis good to 
have people question the very basis of modern scientific thinking. 

So then the best of wishes in your fine work. 


Ever best regards, 
Walter E. Lammerts 
P.O. Box 496 
Freedom, CA 95019 


Dear Editor. 


The lead article “In Praise of Men” was a blessing in so many ways | have 
neither words nor time to explain. In short, it is agospel to women, a declaration 
by means of adoration of their lords with a little “I.’" Well done — and needful 
even to Christian women who may be more “liberated” than they might think, 
for nothing smokes out resistance like simple praise and adoration. We absorb 
resistance in the air. 


In His amazing love, 

Kathy Hutson 
3409 — 20th Street 
Lubbock, TX 79410 


ANNOUNCEMENTS 


The Center for Biblical Analysis has available two bibliographies, “Christ and 
Culture” (6p) and “Social Science Bibliography” (annotated, 14p) which were 
originally prepared for the Conference for the Integration of Scholarship and 
Profession held at Calvary Baptist Church in New York City. Items which are 
useful for constructing a Biblically-informed analysis of culture and a Biblically- 
informed social science are listed. For $2.00 they may be obtained from: 

Center for Biblical Analysis 
420 Riverside Dr. #2g 
N.Y., N.Y. 10025 





An excellent annotated bibliography listing 57 scientific articles and books 
critical of neo-darwinian evolution and related concepts is available from 
Citizens for Fairness in Education, 2820 Le Conte Road, Anderson, SC 29621. 
The overwhelming bulk of the material consists of writings by evolutionist 
authors, and is dated in the 1970's. 

We highly recommend this bibliography to anyone, and especially to under- 
graduate and graduate students preparing term papers on the creation- 
evolution issue. When ordering a copy, please enclose a contribution to cover 
the cost or reproduction and postage. We suggest a minimum of $1.50. 





A Conference on the Arts, sponsored by the Rivendell Arts Fellowship and 
ARKENSTONE Magazine, will be held in Mansfield, Ohio, August 21-24, 1980. 

For further details, please contact Stephen Griffith, Publisher/Editor, 
ARKENSTONE, P.O. Box 1606, Mansfield, Ohio 44901. 
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The Evolution Game: 
A Computer Simulation* 


Paul D. Ackerman 


One of the most troublesome arguments put forward by our evolutionist 
friends has been the argument that with increasing amounts of time the 
evolution of matter and motion, stellar bodies, and ultimately life itself becomes 
more and more likely. Harvard professor George Wald has stated the argument 
as follows: 

“The important point is that since the origin of life belongs in the 
category of at-least-once phenomena, time is on its side. However 
improbable we regard this event, ... given enough time it will almost 
certainly happen at least once... Time is in fact the hero of the plot... 
Given so much time, the ‘impossible’ becomes possible, the possible 
probable, and the probable virtually certain. One has only to wait: time 
itself performs miracles.” (Wald, 1955, p.12) 
Physicist William R. Bennett, Jr. has recently written in regards to one of the 

most famous forms of the argument. Bennett states: 

“Nearly everyone knows that if enough monkeys were allowed to 
pound away at typewriters for enough time, all the great works of 
literature would result.” (Bennett, 1977, p. 694) 
There is something about this argument that the human mind finds intuitively 

persuasive. Obviously if the monkeys were to type long enough one of them 
would inevitably type the word “to.” And with just a little more time surely no 
one would be surprised to find the word “two.” And if such circumstances 
produced “to” and “two” then why not eventually “four,” “eight,” and finally a 
complete sentence, paragraph and so on. 

But the counter-argument is also intuitively powerful. In the same article 
devoted to the random monkey argument, Bennett has also reproduced a 
marvelous passage from a book by John Tillotson published in 1719. The book 
was titled Maxims and Discourses Moral and Divine and contains the following 
quote: 

“How often might a man, after he had jumbled a set of letters in a bag, 
fling them out upon the ground before they would fall into an exact poem, 
yea or so much as make a good discourse in prose? And may not a little 
book be as easily made by chance, as this great vo/ume of the world? How 
long might a man be in sprinkling colours upon a canvas with a careless 


* The present paper was presented at the 15th Anniversary Bible-Science 
Convention in Anaheim, California, August 1979. It is also contained in the 
published proceedings of that convention obtainable from The Bible- 
Science Association, 2911 East 42nd Street, Minneapolis, Minn. 55406. 
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hand, before they could happen to make the exact picture of aman? And 

is a man easier made by chance than his picture? How long might twenty 

thousand blind men, which should be sent out from the several remote 

parts of England, wander up and down before they would all meet upon 

Salisbury Plains, and fall into rank and file in the exact order of an army? 

And yet this is much more easy to be imagined than how the innumerable 

blind parts of matter should rendezvous themselves into a world.” 

(Bennett, 1977, p. 695) 

In answer to the latter question of blind matter coming together into a world, 
the modern physicist would say that the matter got compacted enough to be 
gravitationally bound and collapse into a solid body. But that just pushes the 
question back a step making it more difficult to grasp clearly. How did the 
matter get close enough to be gravitationally bound? The evolutionist answers 
that the smaller cloud was part of a larger cloud that was disturbed by shock 
waves from a nearby galaxy. Still the same exact question remains completely 
unanswered although it has been pushed back one more step and is now quite 
difficult to think about in a clear way. How did the matter rendezvous into the 
original cloud and galaxy complex? The evolutionist answers that it was an 
accidental result of the big bang. How did the blind matter in the original ball 
tendezvous before the big bang? The problem remains exactly the same 
although it is now much more difficult to think about clearly. 

The problem of ‘clear thinking” in regards to probabilities has recently 
received attention in the social science literature (Einhorn & Hogarth, 1978; 
and Shweder, 1977). The basic conclusion of these articles is that we as 
humans find it very difficult to think clearly and accurately about probabilities. 
Our strong suit appears to be in the area of discovering “symbolic and 
meaningful connections” rather than correlational ones (Shweder, 1977, p. 
637). When all the various factors are compiled it becomes apparent that the 
time plus chance model is not one that readily lends itself to logical and rational 
analysis by either the expert or non-expert. The goal of the present simulation 
research is to promote clear thinking in this area. The question is whether or not 
time is in fact on the side of evolution as Wald and Bennett maintain. It is the 
author's contention that it definitely is not. To put it simply, if a monkey is going 
to type a great literary work he needs to get it done in a hurry. Time will work 
against him — and against any rea/ process in the rea/ world— and not for him. 
This fact is reflected in what scientists call the Second Law of Thermodynamics 
which states that all real processes in the physical universe go irreversibly 
downhill toward increasing disorder and randomness. In terms of the 
typewriting monkey example it means that along with the accumulating chance 
of producing something meaningful as time increases, there must also be a 
consideration of the accumulating chance that the monkey, typewriter or both 
will break down as time increases. Any real world system posited by Wald, 
Bennett or anyone else to produce potentially ordered and meaningful 
outcomes will inevitably be subject to the process of decay and disordering 
known as the law of entropy or Second Law of Thermodynamics. Further, any 
such posited system will upon examination be found to contain greater 
organizational complexity than its postulated product. 

A perfect example of “hidden” complexity accounting for an ordered product 


rather than mere time plus chance is clearly evident in the interesting research 
of W.R. Bennett, Jr. (1977) in relation to the typing monkey problem. Bennett 
o simulate the typing monkeys by use of a computer. Bennett's 


set out t : 5 
poignant literary phrases such as the 


computer monkeys were able to produce 
following: 

“| WE PLAY MEANS HOLY FOOL..."- 

“HAVE MANY JUDGEMENT WAS IT...” 

“AS MAKES SO BUT OUR HEART OURSELF ...” 

The question is, how did they do it? Bennett realized that if his computer 
monkeys were not given some help they would never “within our lifetimes and 
computer budgets” produce anything approaching the above literary gems. 
(Sarcasm is intended as playful rather than nasty.) In fact when Bennett gave his 
computer monkeys no help they produced nothing more impressive than the 
following: 

AOOAAOQHYOLMLCHFKCWSEG 

LGJNLPFSU NUPCAZYORPIFZ 

How then did Bennett help his computer monkeys? What he did in effect was 
to give them magic typewriters. Instead of the ordinary typewriter which has 
one key for each letter and one space bar, imagine one which has 6,934 
“space” keys, 3,277 “E” keys, 21 “X keys and so forth. The number of keys for 
each character reflects the relative frequency of occurrence for that character in 
Act Ill of Shakespeare's Ham/et which Bennett used as a model. 

The computer monkey types a letter with his magic typewriter, but before he 
can type a second character the typewriter magically changes its keyboard. This 
change reflects the relative frequency of letters in Ham/et preceeded by the 
letter which the monkey just typed. For instance, if the monkey had typed the 
letter “Q” then the keyboard would change so that all the keys were the letter 
“U." Bennett worked these transformations out to four characters which 
reaches to the limit of our present feasible computer storage capabilities. If the 
computer monkey had just typed “LORD” then the keyboard would mostly 
Consist of space keys with a number of “S” keys but no“X” keys and so forth. 
After the fifth character is typed then the keyboard returns to the original magic 
keyboard with 6,934 “space” keys, 3,277 “E keys, etc. 

When we realize how the phrases were produced they no longer are 
surprising or remarkable. In the real world the remarkable thing would not be 
the literary output of the monkeys but the magic typewriter. Thus we see that 
however interesting Bennett's work might be for his intended purpose of 
increased understanding of “intelligence,” it bears no relationship whatever to 


evolution and the argument that time is on the side of evolutionary 
development. 


THE EVOLUTION GAME: A SIMULATION 


As Stated earlier a computer simulation of the time plus chance evolutionary 
model which is really to the point must contain provisions for decay and 
deterioration as well as meaningful output. In terms of the typing monkey we 
must include an estimate of the likelihood that the typewriter or monkey will 
break down in some way. Imagine the following simple game involving flips of a 


coin. Let us assume that in a certain period of time— say one million years— our 
typing monkey would have a25% chance of producing a certain Shakespearean 
sonnet. Therefore in order to see if our monkey has typed the poem in the first 
million years we flip a coin twice. If both flips come up heads then we would 
have our masterpiece. However, before we do this we need to take into account 
the possibility that something will happen to the monkey or that the typewriter 
will break down before the sonnet is produced. Let us assume that the 
probability of something happening to the monkey before he types the sonnet 
is 50%. Let us also assume that the probability of the typewriter breaking down 
is 50%. Therefore we must flip our coin twice to see how the monkey and 
typewriter fare. If we get “heads” on both flips everything is fine and we can 
proceed to the two flips described above to see if the poem is produced. If we 
do not succeed in getting the poem during the first million years then we repeat 
the procedure again to simulate the second million years, and so forth. 

There is, of course, a good chance that something will go wrong with either 
the monkey or typewriter before very long. This is determined by obtaining a 
“tail on one or both of the two preliminary coin flips that accompany each 
simulated time period. If this happens then we have a broken element in the 
monkey and/or typewriter and, of course, no poem is possible until the broken 
element or elements are fixed. Now what is the probability that some occasion 
of energy input into the broken element as produced by a passing storm, 
earthquake, etc. will result in the repair of that element? Let us assume that 
there is a 25% chance that such an occasion will repair the damage in question. 
On the other hand let us assume that there is a 75% chance that the typewriter 
or monkey will deteriorate further as a result of the energy input. Thus, if we 
have a broken element, we flip a coin twice. If we get two heads the elementis 
repaired. If we get one or two tails, then the broken element in the typewriter or 
monkey has not been fixed and we now have an additional broken element. 

In each simulated time period there would be two coin flips for every broken 
element that has accumulated. Two “heads” means the element is fixed and 
subtracted from the total of accumulated broken elements. One or two “tails” 
means that a new broken element is added to the accumulated total to be dealt 
with on the next simulated time period. There is a chance to get the poem 
during each simulated time period. For instance if at a given time there are ten 
broken elements, 20 consecutive “heads” would be needed in order for there to 
be an opportunity for the monkey to begin typing again. The probability of 
getting 20 consecutive heads would be .502° = .0000009. Of course, the 
probability that there would be even further deterioration would be 1 - 
-0000009 = .9999991. 

Playing this evolution game by hand can be a very useful teaching tool in 
public presentations. However it is not feasible to carry the game out beyond a 
few steps because of the time and number of coin flips involved. For this reason, 
this author prepared a computer program to extend the game out. Basically the - 
computer simulated the coin flips required for each simulated time period. 
Based upon the outcome of these flips the computer would assess whether the 
sonnet had been produced as well as calculate the number of coin tosses 
needed to simulate the next time period. This process was carried out until 130 


n simulated or until the number of consecutive heads 


i riods had bee 
ao d 1400. 


required to obtain the sonnet exceede 


RESULTS 

The results confirm the contention that if something meaningful is to be 
produced it must occur quickly before the optimal conditions (which have 
simply been granted for the sake of argument) deteriorate beyond any hope of 
restoration. Given the assumed probabilities (which the author believes in fact 
to be far too generous) the chance of obtaining a sonnet after the first four or five 
simulated time units becomes essentially zero. Table | contains the obtained 
values for a number of typical runs of the evolution game program. 


Table |. Number of “heads” required to produce sonnet at successive time 
periods for eight runs of the “evolution game.” 


Evolution Game Runs \ 


Ms De a la BZ 
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
6 6 6 4 8 6 8 6 
10 10 10 8 16 10 16 10 
20 14 8 14 24 10 30 8 


34 20 16 16 30 6 40 10 
54 26 24 30 48 4 60 8 

90 36 36 50 64 6 104 14 
150 64 52 80 98 10 158 18 
236 106 90 140 118 14 248 36 


—~ = 
sBaowoonrouarhwnh = 


a 340 148 144 244 162 20 364 50 
5 514 226 218 382 250 30 516 56 
£ 12 752 328 342 606 384 50 790 92 
- 13 1134 514 518 876 598 gO 1232 124 
14 1400+ 762 816 1272 866 136 1400+ 194 
15 1126 1204 1400+ 1262 212 282 
16 1400+ 1400+ 1400+ 354 434 
17 562 602 
18 786 916 
19 1176 1398 
a 1400+ 1400+ 


CONCLUSION 


A basic element of the creation model for all natural science, social science 
and humanities disciplines is that things do not just happen. All things in the 
created universe including the molecules and galaxies studied by the natural 
sciences; the learned behavior, perceptual phenomena, political and economic 
cultural achievements studied by the social sciences; and the artistic and 
historical achievements examined by the humanities— must be understood as 
products of pre-existing, more highly organized structures and systems. This 
tracing-back process, of course, arrives in an obviously finite number of steps 
logically, necessarily and finally at the God of the Bible — the great and living | 
AM THAT | AM (Exodus 3:14). It is hoped that the simulation game and other 
considerations expressed in this article might make a useful contribution in 
making this basic principle more obvious and apparent to those who struggle 
thoughtfully with the creation/evolution question. 
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Introducing Pascal 


Ellen Myers 


Emile Cailliet: Introduction to the Great Shorter Works of Pascal. Philadelphia: 
The Westminster Press, 1948, pp. 15-38. 


Some three years after my own conversion to God in Christ | came across a 
brief account of the life of Blaise Pascal, the French genius of mathematics and 
physics of some three centuries ago (1 623-1662). | had only known him by 
hearsay, and only of his distinguished achievements in science. These are 
remarkable enough in themselves. Pascal is said to have rediscovered for 
himself, at age twelve, the thirty-second proposition of the First Book of Euclid. 
At about age twenty he discovered the principle of the calculating machine and 
built the first one (named the “Pascaline”) which he kept perfecting and 
planning in greater detail for ten more years. When barely sixteen Pascal 
produced his Essay on Conic Sections which was later discussed with 
admiration by the German philosopher Leibnitz, the contemporary and 
scientific co-equal of Newton. Pascal initiated work on the vacuum and 
atmospheric pressure, leading to the groundbreaking experiment on the 
vacuum at the base of the Puy de Dome, settling the question. Pascal is credited 
with the invention of the syringe, the barometer, and the hydraulic press. He 
discovered the calculus and probability theory at the same time but inde- 
pendent of the great French mathematician Fermat. The bent of his mind was 
practical, as we can see from his invention of the calculating machine. Pascal's 
last invention before his death at 39 after many years of ill health and suffering 
was the omnibus; he thus initiated modern mass transit. 

All the above facts you can find in any reasonably complete encyclopedia. 
You might also find there references to Pascal's two most famous non-scientific 
works, the Lettres Provinciales, his polemic attack against the casuistry of the 
Jesuits of his time, and the Pensees, published after his death, a collection of 
several hundred notes and fragments he intended to be preparatory of his 
planned apology of the Christian faith. The little article | came across, however, 
contained a description of Pascal's conversion to Christ and included the text of 
his “Memorial” of his conversion, found sewn in the seam of his coat after his 
death. | remember reading it for the first time with tears of joy. | could have 
written that Memorial. What happened to my brother in Christ on November23, 
1654, meeting our Lord and our God at night between 10:30 and 12:30 in an 
experience he calls “FIRE” and annotates with a reference to Moses meeting 
the Lord in the Burning Bush (Exodus 3:2-6) happened to me on July 10, 1960, 
at about 10:45 in the morning. The God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob had not 
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changed from Moses’ time to Pascal's, nor from Pascal's to mine, noe UII 
Palestine B.C. to 17th century France, nor from 17th century France to 20th 
century Mid-America, In Him Pascal and | rejoiced as “not the God of 
philosophers and learned men” but rather ‘certitude feeling joy peace.” Since 
then | have taken every possible opportunity to become familiar with Pascal asa 
defender of the Christian faith, and more deeply, manifesting Christ in his life 
and in some of his less well known writings. 

This endeavor, protracted and often of necessity postponed, has now led me 
to the one-volume collection of Pascal's “Great Shorter Works” and specifically 
to Its introduction by Emile Cailliet. | would now like to share with you what 
impressed me as the best and most blessed points made in that introduction. 

First, Cailliet (and his co-editor John C. Blankenagel) briefly comments on 
the analytical tendency of modern times dealing with Pascal (and people and 
events in general) in an arbitrary and fragmentary fashion, cutting to pieces the 
whole person or subject and then reassembling the pieces according to the 
analyst's favorite notions, Closely connected with this point is another related 
subject, namely, the divergence between the approaches to reality taken by 
Pascal over against Descartes, and in general by those “safeguarding the reality 
of the data of experience and the concrete character of (existent reality)” 
(Cailliet, 20) over against those who, like Plato and Descartes, are “conceiving 
reality in the image of the human intellect.” (ibid.) | believe that this contrast is 
of the highest importance, for the reason given by Cailliet and borne out by what 
we know about Descartes. Cailliet writes (21-22): 

Behind this divergence we shall recognize fundamentally in Descartes 
a mind which has proclaimed its independence, and in Pascal a reverent 
mind which will find its freedom in careful obedience to jurisdiction and 
competence. 

That is why Pascal goes infinitely beyond Descartes. Descartes wrote a 
Discourse on method and embarked upon a system. From the very outset 
Pascal renounced all systems and lived with a method. Descartes’ 
disciplies ... were led to multiply the Treatises on Systems for the very 
simple reason that their point of view condemned them to live from 
system to system. Unto our day Pascal remains a solitary figure in the 
modern world in which he has managed to live without being of it. Pascal 
was modern without being a modernist. 

Cailliet believes this contrast to be perennial, going back to the fundamental 
difference between Plato and Aristotle. He quotes the following significant 
statement from Anton C. Pegis’s /ntroduction to the Basic Writings of Saint 
Thomas Aquinas (vol. |, p.xlii, Random House): 

Whatever errors they may have in common, it yet remains that Plato and 
Aristotle represent the two basically different approaches to reality that 
are philosophically possible. ... the Platonic error would consist in 
supposing that the intellect's picture of reality was reality; and to St. 
Thomas this meant, at once, the destruction of reality and the permanent 
dislocation of the human intellect in the presence of reality. ... The 
Aristotelian man has always lived in a genuine world of things; the 
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Platonic man has always been, as a philospher, the victim of his own 

intellect. 

From this it follows that to “Platonic man” his own intellect is the final 
authority, whereas to “Aristotelian man’ reality itself is the final authority. This 
brings us to the problem whether reality is merely the visible and temporal 
world we see and experience with our natural, physical faculties, or whether it 
includes, nay, is predicated upon, the supernatural, physically/empirically 
invisible, eternal and immutable God of the Bible and His creation of it ex nihilo. 
It is the mark of the Christian that he knows that “if our earthly house of this 
tabernacle were dissolved, we have a building of God, a house not made with 
hands, eternal in the heavens” (2 Cor. 5:1). We know this because we know the 
only true God and Jesus Christ Whom He has sent (John 17:3). 

Pascal also knew this God and Jesus Christ, whom he met November 23, 
1654, as the Memorial attests, the God Who created all things. Biblical creation 
is of necessity at the foundation of Pascal's Christ-informed thought. Cailliet 
writes (29): 

In Text 38 (“The Mind of the Geometrician’’) we find a very remarkable 
meditation on the notion of time. . . For Pascal as for Saint Augustine—to 
whom we owe the formulation of a Christian philosophy of history — the 
notion of time is inseparable from the Biblical dogma of creation by God, 
who remains apart from the creation which he controls. This point is 
fundamental for the understanding of Pascal as well as for that of Saint 
Augustine, and, in our opinion, this point has not been sufficiently noted. 
If Pascal was modern while escaping modernism, he owes this to the God 
of the Bible, and not the God of philosophers and scholars whose 
monotheism is at best but a metaphysical persuasion of the intellect. The 
Aramaic verse of Jer. 10:11 would sum up his position on this point: “The 
gods that have not made the heavens and the earth, these shall perish 
from the earth and from under the heavens.” Pascal does not speculate 
on the existence of God; he proceeds from the reality of God, which is 
entirely different. 

Cailliet draws some parallels between Pascal and Kierkegaard. | would not 
go so far as to call the latter’‘the Danish Pascal” because for my part | see great 
dissimilarities between Pascal and Kierkegaard in their personal lives, notably 
their respective childhood and formative years under totally different fathers 
and surroundings, as well as in their fundamental world views from the 
Christian perspective. | find it important that | never came across anyone 
reasonably well acquainted with Pascal who doubted his being a genuine 
Christian. | cannot say the same for Kierkegaard whose extreme individuality 
and subjectivity, along with his popularity among present-day liberal Bible- 
denying theologians (1 think due to their misunderstanding him as they, blind 
leaders of the blind, misunderstand anything and everything), constantly alert 
Bible-believing Christians to accept him warily. 

Nevertheless Cailliet is right in his main points of comparison between the 
two. First, “both of these men expose the growing compromise between the 
Church and the world... both of them are familiar with the Biblical point of 
view, according to which the Gentiles are drawn to the Church as to a center of 
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attraction. According to | Peter 2:9, 10 the Church has been called out of 
darkness into a marvelous light: those who in time past were not a people, are 
now the people of God.” (35, 36) Second, “like Pascal, Kierkegaard is 
fundamentally interested in the concrete implications of life for the individual 
... This is why Kierkegaard turned from Hegel just as Pascal turned from 
Descartes.” (36) Third, ‘both Pascal and Kierkegaard have a horror of the form 
of compromise which we have come to denounce under the name of 
appeasement... Pascal is tolerant... But peace is never bought by Pascal at 
the price of compromise. ... According to Pascal, false charity is one that 
leaves the wicked at peace in their vices, while true charity is one that troubles 
such wretched tranquillity. For Pascal, one of the chief verities of the Christian 
religion is that there are moments when it becomes necessary to disturb this 
possession of error which the wicked call peace. A fragment of the Pensees 
declares, ‘It is false piety to preserve peace at the expense of truth’ (fr.930, 
Oeuvres, vol.XIV,371)." (36-37) 

| hope that through the preceding introduction to Pascal | have made the 
reader eager to learn more about him and of him. In particular | believe that 
today’s Biblical creationists might study Pascal to find, develop and dis- 
seminate his thoughts relating to Biblical creation as the starting point of 
evaluating reality and its meaning in all areas of human action under God “who 
remains apart from the creation which He controls.” Pascal's definition of time 
as the “motion of a created thing” (in The Mind of the Geometrician, Cailliet, 
193) may start us out on such a Pascalian quest. 


Postscript: Pascal's Memorial as quoted in Cailliet, 117. 


In the year of Grace, 1654, 
On Monday, 23d of November, Feast of St. Clement, Pope and Martyr, and of 
others in the Martyrology, 
Vigil of Saint Chrysogonus, Martyr, and others. 
From about half past ten in the evening until about half past twelve, 
FIRE 
God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob, not of the philosphers and 
scholars. 
Certitude. Certitude. Feeling. Joy. Peace. 
God of Jesus Christ 
Deum meum et Deum vestrum. 
“Thy God shall be my God.” 
Forgetfulness of the world and of everything, except God. 
He is to be found only by the ways taught in the Gospel. 
Greatness of the human soul. 
“Righteous Father, the world hath not known Thee, but | have known Thee.” 
Joy, joy, joy, tears of joy. 
| have separated myself from Him 
Derelinquerunt me fontem aquae vivae. 
“My God, wilt Thou leave me?” 
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Let me not be separated from Him eternally. 

“This is the eternal life, that they might know Thee, the only true God, and the 
one whom Thou has sent, Jesus Christ.” 

Jesus Christ. 

Jesus Christ. 

| have separated myself from Him: | have fled from Him, denied Him, crucified 
Him. 

Let me never be separated from Him. 

We keep hold of Him only by the ways taught in the Gospel. 

Renunciation, total and sweet. 

Total submission to Jesus Christ and to my director. 

Eternally in joy for a day's training on earth. 

Non obliviscar sermones tuos. Amen. 
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Creation and Inflation: 
Does the Bible Speak to 
Our Practical Problems? 


Edward Coleson 


For many years the present author has been interested in Scriptural 
perspectives related to what has been called our most pressing national and 
international problem — inflation. This modern plague is epidemic across the 
earth and is destroying the buying power of nearly every country’s money. | first 
became interested in the question of a proper monetary system during the Great 
Depression. | was a teenager in high school and was taking a semester of 
economics. At that time there were many fascinating articles on money and 
banking in newspapers and magazines. From these articles and various school 
textbooks | learned that in the past money was the equivalent of gold or silver, a 
standard weight of these precious metals. | learned also that in the late 
medieval period, after business began to revive, some of the goldsmiths 
developed into bankers by storing their neighbors’ gold pieces. They dis- 
covered over time that people were very willing to use the deposit receipt for 
this gold as money in lieu of the gold itself and that they (the goldsmiths) could 
pass off pieces of paper representing gold that didn’t even exist. The temptation 
to multiply the paper being too strong for mere mortals to resist, the goldsmiths 
sooner or later over-issued their new paper money and precipitated a monetary 
crisis that resulted in a depression (a financial panic, as they used to call it). 
Since many writers on economic matters in those days following the “Crash of 
29" attributed the misfortunes of that era to the irresponsible credit expansion 
of the “Golden Twenties,” there was a strong tendency to emphasize the 
virtues of sound money. Unfortunately their advice went largely unheeded and 
Keynesian economics came to dominate the thinking of government officials 
and policy makers. The present economic crisis may, however, cause a 
thoughtful reconsideration of a “sound money policy.” 

Those interested in this subject would find it instructive to examine the 
literature on economics that appeared after the Crash. For instance, there was 
Irving Fisher of Yale University who denounced the “ruinous system of lending 
the same money 8 or 10 times over..."' Then there was Garet Garrett who 
wrote a series of articles for The Saturday Evening Post which appeared about 
1931 (I have them reprinted in book form asA Bubble That Broke the World). To 
Garrett, what led to the Great Depression was a “Mass ... delusion about 
credit.”2 What these writers and many others were condemning was “fractional 
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reserve” banking, or the practice of requiring banks to keep only a percentage of 
their accounts and deposits on hand. It is this policy which allows banks to 
“create” money ex nihilo. One writer, Benjamin M. Anderson, for many years 
the economist of Chase National Bank, told how bankers watched the growth of 
our money supply during World War | “with fear and trembling” and”... held it 
down all we could.” But, as he lamented, after the war was over, from 1922 to 
1928, “. . . without need, without justification, lightheartedly, irresponsibly, we 
expanded bank credit by more than twice as much.’ They had sowed the wind 
and we as a nation were soon to reap the whirlwind. 

Although economists have long joked that the medieval goldsmiths-turned- 
bankers succeeded where the alchemists had failed, the practice of lending the 
same “money 8 or 10 times” seems not to have drawn too much criticism over 
the last several centuries. The flurry of anti-credit-expansion sentiments of the 
early Depression era was a reaction to the excesses of the boom years just 
before the Crash. These economists probably objected mostly on pragmatic 
grounds: the system had not worked. My own youthful reaction to credit 
Creation, to use the standard phrase both then and now, was that on Scriptural 
grounds it must be wrong for the simple reason that only God can create ex 
nihilo (John 1:3)! Therefore, there had to be something fundamentally wrong 
with credit creation, both when it seemed to be working (in boom times) and 
when it wasn't (during the Depression). The reason the practice has never been 
seriously challenged is that a multitude of people, including many that are 
educated, believe, as the late Ludwig von Mises warned us, that all that is 
needed to usher in an economic utopia “is more money and credit."* Mises 
regarded this as the basic delusion of the modern era. This, of course, is one 
man’s opinion against what may well be the consensus of our age. But there is 
objective evidence that he was right. As Elgin Groseclose pointed out several 
years ago, the Byzantine Empire maintained a sound money for eight hundred 
years. He quotes Heinrich Gelzer as saying, “By her money Byzantium 
controlled both the civilized and the barbarian worlds.” In other words, the gold 
bezant maintained its weight and purity for four times as long as the United 
States has been a nation, and it served as a medium of exchange far beyond the 
Byzantine borders. We in our two centuries of existence have had many 
monetary crises and have fallen into another serious one at the present time. It 
may well be that providing an honest dollar would have been one of the greatest 
contributions we could have made for our troubled world in addition to 
providing many great advantages for ourselves. 

One of the first references to the use of money in the Bible provides 
interesting clues to the monetary system in practice during patriarchal times. At 
the death of Sarah, Abraham bought the cave of Machpelah as a family 
cemetery: “Abraham weighed to Ephron. . . four hundred shekels of silver...” 
(Gen. 23:16). The money at that time, some four thousand years ago, consisted 
of pieces of precious metal, often in the form of rings, which passed from buyer 
to seller by weight. In those days they counted cattle and weighed money. It 
could well be said that we have reversed the order to‘our ruin. There is no harm 
of course in weighing livestock, but money, if it is to retain its value, must be a 
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specified weight of a precious metal. The standard must also be maintained 
over time. Now | don't think the Bible commands that we reinstate the system in 
vogue four thousand years ago, but it does forbid stealing, whatever the method 
used to defraud others. When a “false balance” is condemned and a “just 
weight” extolled in Scripture, as in Proverbs 11:1, it does not seem to be 
stretching the principle too far to apply it to the question of a stable and 
dependable money. Honest money is a central problem in Biblical times, and in 
every other era of history. 

It is interesting to speculate with regard to how the history of the last few 
centuries might have been different, if the medieval goldsmiths had never 
learned to “create” money. Malcolm Muggeridge, an ex- Fabian socialist, once 
made the point that Christ could easily have gotten His ministry off to a flying 
start by making stones into bread, as the tempter suggested (Matt. 4:3). As 
Muggeridge reminds us, “The Roman authorities distributed free bread to 
promote Caesar's kingdom, and Jesus could do the same to promote His.’ It is 
interesting to note that John Maynard Keynes, the British godfather of the 
American New Deal of the 1930's, boasted that credit expansion performs the 
“miracle ... of turning a stone into bread.” In our age of inflation we are 
learning the cruel fact that credit creation is an unscriptural practice which 
leads to famine, not abundance. With a growing awareness that our policies 
have been unsound, what better time to proclaim the relevance of God's Truth 
to the sum total of life, even to devising a sound monetary system? 
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Karl Popper's Challenge* 


Russell Kranz 


Is the theory of evolution scientific? 

Not according to the eminent philosopher of science, Professor Karl Popper. 

This is all the more interesting because Charles Darwin was an Englishman 
and Dr. Karl Popper is an adopted Englishman with a string of scientific 
accomplishments that fill half a column in the /nternational Who's Who. Aftera 
hundred years of evolution, what does this respected scientist think of his 
countryman’s theory? 

Not much that Darwin would like. 

“Darwinism is not a testable scientific theory,” Popper says, ‘“‘but a 
metaphysical research programme.”’ 

Popper's views are widely respected in Europe and particularly in England, 
where he has come to be regarded as one of the most important philosophers of 
the twentieth century. Sir Peter Medawar rates him as “incomparably the 
greatest philosopher of science that has ever been.”? Another well-known 
mathematician and astronomer says, “There is no more to science than to its 
method and there is no more to its method than Popper has said.” Popperian 
influence can be seen in medicine, in art, even in politics and theology. Leading 
politicians have expressed their indebtedness to him. 


Not a Law 


Professor Popper is severely critical of attempts to turn evolution theory into 
scientific fact. “There can never be a law of evolution,” he wrote in one of his 
earlier works.3 “The idea of a law which determines the direction and character 
of evolution is a typical 19th century mistake arising out of the general 
tendency to ascribe to the natural law the functions traditionally ascribed to 
God."* 

What happened then, he says, was this: “The earlier, naturalistic revolution 
against God replaced the name God by the name Nature. Almost everything 
else was left unchanged. Theology, the science of God, was replaced by the 
science of nature. God's laws by the laws of nature. God's will and power by the 
will and power of nature (the natural forces) and later God's design and God's 
judgment by natural selection. Theological determinism was replaced by 
naturalistic determinism, that is, God's omnipotence and omniscience were 
replaced by the omnipotence of nature and the omniscience of science."® 


* Reprinted from Signs of the Times, Pacific Press Publishing Association, 
1350 Villa Street, Mountain View, California94042, November 1979, pp. 8- 
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Demarcation , 

Why has Popper separated evolution from science and assigned it to the 
realm of metaphysics? According to Popper's principle of demarcation, only 
those theories which are open to empirical falsification are scientific. That is, 
unless there is a way to prove a theory wrong there is no way to prove it is right. 
As he puts it: “Statements or systems of statements in order to be ranked as 
scientific must be capable of conflicting with possible or conceivable 
observations.’® Science deals with matters that can be tested empirically and 
are potentially falsifiable. “Since we should call empirical or scientific onlysuch 
theories as can be empirically tested, we may conclude that it is the possibility 
of an empirical refutation which distinguishes empirical and scientific 
theories.” (By empirical, Professor Popper means that which can be tested by 
the senses — weighing, seeing, touching, tasting, measuring, etc.) 

Now, philosophical or metaphysical theories are empirically irrefutable by 
definition. There is simply no way to test them in laboratory conditions. Popper 
is prepared to admit that the line of demarcation is not absolutely sharp. There 
are degrees of demarcation— well-tested theories, hardly testable theories and 
nontestable theories. The latter, he insists, do not belong to science: “Those 
which are nontestable are of no interest to empirical scientists. They may be 
described as metaphysical.’”® 

Andi itis in this “nontestable” category that Popper places evolution. Science 
is just not equipped to deal with the question of origins. “The search for the law 
of “unvarying order’ in evolution cannot possibly fall within the scope of 
scientific method, whether in biology or sociology.” 

Why? 

Simply because if the evolution of life on earth did occur, it was a unique 
historical process which cannot be tested because it is unrepeatable. “We 
cannot hope to test a universal hypothesis nor find a natural law acceptable to 
science if we are forever confined to the observation of one unique process. Nor 
can this observation of one unique process help us to foresee its future 
development.’'° 


Repeating Itself 

In several of his later lectures Professor Popper finds fault with the theory of 
evolution on the grounds that it is tautological; it repeats itself. 

Natural selection explains evolution in terms of the survival of the fittest. But 
he points out that this is really no more than saying, “Those that survive are 
those that survive. Darwinism, therefore, “is by no means a perfect theory." 
When all is said and done, “neither Darwin nor any Darwinian has so far given 
an actual causal explanation of the adaptive evolution of any single organism or 
any single organ. All that has been shown... is that such explanations might 
exist (that is, to say) they are not logically impossible."'2 

Evolutionists often try to rescue their theory by adopting a device which 
makes it irrefutable. By pushing back the frontiers of time, anything becomes 
probable. Dr. Popper objects strongly. 

“Statistical explanation must operate in the last analysis with very high 
probabilities. But if our high probabilities are merely low probabilities which 
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have become high because of the immensity of the available time, then we must 
not forget that in this way it is possible to explain almost everything. Even so, 
we have little enough reason to conjecture that any explanation of this sort is 
applicable to the origin of life.’"'? 

Popper also returns to his argument about the tautological nature of 
Darwinism. “At first sight, natural selection appears to explain the evolution of 
variety — and in a way it does; but hardly in a scientific way.” “Adaptation or 
fitness is defined by modern evolutionists as survival value and can be 
measured by actual success in survival: there is hardly any possibility of testing 
a theory as feeble as this.’"'* 


Metaphysical Differences of Opinion 

Yet, despite his criticism Popper thinks Darwin's theory has been valuable in 
encouraging some very real and practical researches. That is why it has been so 
widely accepted. There could be another reason too. It was the first nontheistic 
theory that was convincing. “Theism was worse than an open admission of 
failure, for it created the impression that an ultimate explanation had been 
reached."'5 

At this juncture, Karl Popper makes a very interesting comment. “Now to the 
degree that Darwinism creates the same impression it is not very much better 
than the theistic view of adaptation.” “It is therefore important to show that 
Darwinism is not a scientific theory, but metaphysical.’""® 

So what for the last hundred years has appeared as a conflict between 
religion and science is simply a difference of metaphysical opinion. 

No doubt Popper's insistence on the nonscientific nature of evolution will 
come as a surprise to those who cling to outmoded definitions of science. You 
don't settle metaphysical disputes in the laboratory. On the issue of origins the 
last word definitely does not belong to the scientists. 

It now looks as if the whole evolution/creation question will have to be 
teappraised in the light of purpose and meaning. |, for one, am convinced that 
when it comes to providing man with a metaphysical framework in which to 
view his living experience, the simple biblical explanation of human existence 
does much greater justice to freedom, moral responsibility, equality, the dignity 
of man, conscience, truth and other values than any explanation based upon the 
survival of the fittest. 
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“The Facts” vs. The Faith 


James Kevin Craig 


For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and 
unrighteousness of men, who suppress the truth in unrighteousness. . . 
so that they are without excuse (Romans 1:18-20). 


When men decide either for or against the claims of Christ, do they 
objectively evaluate all “the facts” as those who are neutral and without 
prejudice? The Apostle Paul says, No: non Christians deliberately and 
maliciously suppress the true nature of “the facts’ because they bear 
inescapable witness to the certain judgment of God upon their lawless lives. 

Consider the confrontation of ungodly men with the record of Creation in 
Genesis. James P. Lodge has described the components of the “scientific 
method” as follows: 

A scientist formulates a hypothesis ... to explain something he has 
observed... He then makes the best efforts of which he is capable to 
prove himself wrong. If he is unsuccessful, the hypothesis makes an 
official transition into the status of a theory, and it is provisionally 
accepted until such time as it fails to explain something it should have 
explained. Then it is replaced... 

Was this the dispassionate method used by the Post- Enlightenment world to 
set aside the Biblical perspective in favor of an evolutionary one? 

It must be admitted by all that at no point in time did the creationist 
framework “fail to explain something it should have explained.” It was put aside 
many generations before Darwin or anyone else found it “wanting” at the bar of 
science. The 1800's saw men grow increasingly intolerant of the Biblical 
perspective on life and more and more desirous of the non-Christian world-and- 
life view (We/tanschauung) expressed by men like Kant, Hegel, Mill and Marx. 
But no worldview is complete without a theory of origins, and Darwin filled this 
vacuum perfectly. Well — not quite. It seems that Darwin's hypothesis failed to 
explain many things it should have explained. But it would have to do. As 
Dobzhansky tells us, “Darwin's successors had to labor to adduce proofs that 
the evolution of the biological world and of man had actually occured. That was 
the paramount task which biologists faced in the closing decades of the 19th 
century.” After reading Dr. Lodge, one might have thought that the paramount 
task of 19th century biologists would have been to make the best efforts of 
which they were capable to prove the theory wrong. This was not the case. 
Dobzhansky observes, “With Darwin's successors. . . it was necessary to prove 
beyond reasonable doubt that the living world as we see it is a product of the 
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evolutionary process.” The “scientific” questions must surely be, “Why?” Why 
was it “necessary to prove beyond reasonable doubt that the living world as we 
see itis a product of the evolutionary process’? The German Biblical critic David 
Strauss answered that evolution was irresistible to those who thirsted for truth 
and freedom: 

Vainly did we philosophers and critical theologians over and over again 

decree the extermination of miracles; our ineffectual sentence died away, 

because we would neither dispense with miraculous agency nor point to 
any natural force able to supply it, where it had seemed most 
indispensable. Darwin has demonstrated this force, this process of 
nature; he has opened the door by which a happier coming race will cast 
out miracles, never to return. Everyone who knows what miracles imply 
will praise him, in consequence, as one of the greatest benefactors of the 
human race. 
The biologist Karl Pearson also recalled “the joy we young men then felt when 
we saw that wretched date BC 4004 replaced by along vista of millions of years 
of development.” Why is the “neutral” date BC 4004 “wretched”? Is this 
“objectivity;;? What do miracles “imply’’? Is this merely a dispassionate search 
for truth? 

With the cataclysmic judgment of the Flood in back of us, the inevitable 
judgment of God looms threateningly on the horizon. But Darwin's confession 
of faith was sure: “As all forms of life are the lineal descendants of those which 
lived long before the Cambrian epoch, we feel certain that the ordinary 
succession by generation has never been broken, and that no cataclysm has 
desolated the world. Hence we may look with some confidence to a secure 
future of great length.” Sir Julian Huxley also demonstrated the truth of 2 Peter 
3 when he affirmed, “The past of life has been steadily increased by science 
until it now (1958) exceeds the staggering figure of two and one-half billion 
years. And in place of an imminent Last Judgment Life on this planet can now 
envisage at least an equal span of evolutionary time in the future.” No doubt his 
belief produced great relief. y 

Did the “objective facts of scientific pursuit” compel acceptance of an 
evolutionary We/tanschauung? Or was and is it a desire to escape the Living 
God of the Bible? George Bernard Shaw answered: “If you can realize how 
insufferably the world was oppressed by the notion that everything that 
happened was an arbitrary personal act of an arbitrary personal God of 
dangerous, jealous and cruel personal character, you will understand how the 
world jumped at Darwin.” The Bible was clearly known to all, but its truth was 
“suppressed in unrighteousness.” History and the world around us, however, 
testify against Mr. Shaw's implied justification, demonstrating with unmis- 
takable clarity that it is the arbitrary rule of man over man that has created 
slavery, tyranny and oppression; the rule of God's Law brings justice and 
security. But as Milton might write today, “Better to rule in an impersonal world 
of would-be gods than to serve ina personal world of responsibility under God's 
Law.” 
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Last Encounter 
Carla Vale 


Friend, wherefore are you here? 
Your heart is dead to my love — 
Your ears are deaf to my word — 
Your eyes are blind to my joy. 
What draws you near? 
You had no fear 
My love — to cast away, 
My word — to disobey, 
My joy — to disarray, 
Myself — to slay. 


What is the paltry pay 
For which you kill with a kiss, 
For which you lurk with a lie, 
For which you stab with a sneer? 
Your own false way 
Doomed to decay: 
Your thought — your god and guide, 
Your wish — your ebb and tide, 
Your ease — to be supplied, 
All else — denied. 


| called you to my side, 
Longing to win you by love, 
Longing to teach you by word, 
Longing to keep you by joy. 
With tears | cried, 
Arms open wide: 
Abide — Creator-blest, 
Abide — my Father's guest, 
Abide — receive the best: 
His own sure rest. 


But you despised my quest. 
| never knew you in law, 
| never knew you in love, 
| never knew you in fact. 
You failed the test — 
Made truth a jest. 
Depart — stranger of face, 
Depart — spoiler of grace, 
Depart — go to your place, 
Lost without trace. 


Carla Vale receives her mail c/o CSSHS, 1429 N. Holyoke, Wichita, Kansas 67208. 
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In the Beginning God 


Ellen Myers 


| am. Therefore you are. 

Choose self in me and live, 

Or self in self and hell. 

The love and truth | give 

Eternal certainty and blessing spell: 
Repent. Return. Rejoice in me. | care. 


| am. You are like me, 

Created man, not beast, 

At peace in me alone. 

Obey me in the least, 

Be still and let my perfect will be done. 
Accept. Say yes to reign with me. Be free. 


lam. That is my Name. 

In me what is has breath, 

In me you live and move. 

Without me hell and death 

By phantom changes would annul my love — 
Fear not. | am from age to age the same. 
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BOOK REVIEW 


My Answer to the Moscow Atheists, by Richard Wurmbrand. Arlington 
House Publishers, New Rochelle, New York, 1975. 192 pp. $7.95 

Born in Romania in 1909, Richard Wurmbrand was arrested by the 
Communists in 1948 and served 14 years in Communist prisons. Pastor 
Wurmbrand's freedom was purchased by Christian friends in Norway, in 1964. 
He is the founder of Jesus to the Communist World, Inc., an interdenomina- 
tional missionary and relief organization, and author of several bestselling 
books. Among these books is My Answer to the Moscow Atheists. 

In this book, Wurmbrand presents a well articulated case against the 
arguments for atheism as presented by the Soviet Academy of Science in its 
Atheist’s Handbook. Using their own arguments and in some instances quotes 
from their own people, he capably and effectively counters the arguments put 
forth in the Handbook. 

Wurmbrand holds that even the mere fact that the universe as we know it 
exists, is proof of “a wise Creator, God.” 

It is said that a scientist, coming home from his laboratory, was called 

to supper by his wife. A salad was set before him. Being an atheist, he 

said, “If leaves of lettuce, grains of salt, drops of vinegar and oil, and 

slices of eggs had been floating about in the air from all eternity, it might 

at last happen by chance that there would come a salad.” “Yes,” 

answered his wife, “but not so nice and well-dressed as mine.” Atoms 

which have come together at random would not make such a beautiful 
universe. 

The book is written in language anyone can understand and with a sense of 
humor and positive outlook anyone could enjoy. 


Reviewed by Mary F. Marquardt 
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